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THE PERIOD FOR RESPONSE: [check only a) or b)] 

a) Q expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) XI expires either three months from the mailing date of the final rejection, or on the mailing date of this Advisory Action, whichever 

is later. In no event, however, will the statutory period for the response expire later than six months from the date of the final 
rejection. 

Any extension of time must be obtained by filing a petition under 37 CFR 1 .136(a), the proposed response and the appropriate fee. The 
date on which the response, the petition, and the fee have been filed is the date of the response and also the date for the purposes of 
determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. Any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .17 will be 
calculated from the date of the originally set shortened statutory period for response or as set forth in b) above. 

□ Appellant's Brief is due two months from the date of the Notice of Appeal filed on (or within any 

period for response set forth above, whichever is later). See 37 CFR 1.191(d) and 37 CFR 1.192(a). 

Applicant's response to the final rejection, filed on Apr 11, 2001 has been considered with the following effect, 

but is NOT deemed to place the application in condition for allowance: 

S The proposed amendment(s): 

(X] will be entered upon filing of a Notice of Appeal and an Appeal Brief. 
□ will not be entered because: 

□ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search. (See note below). 

□ they raise the issue of new matter. (See note below). 

□ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 
issues for appeal. 

□ they present additional claims without cancelling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: 


□ Applicant's response has overcome the following rejection(s): 


□ Newly proposed or amended claims would be allowable if submitted in a 

separate, timely filed amendment cancelling the non-allowable claims. 

S The affidavit, exhibit or request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition 
for allowance because: 

See the attached Office Action _ 

□ The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly raised by the 
Examiner in the final rejection. 

S For purposes of Appeal, the status of the claims is as follows (see attached written explanation, if any): 

Claims allowed: 

Claims objected to: . 

Claims rejected: 1-3. 8. 11-14. 16-19. 32-34. 38-43. 52. 53. 56-60. 65. 71-73. and 75 

□ The proposed drawing correction filed on □ has Qhas not been approved by the Examiner. 

□ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449, Paper No(s). . ^ 

□ Other ~~\7 ^IP \ Wo~c^ 

TOMTNOR/JAS 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
Claims 1-3, 8, 11-14, 16-19, 32-34, 38-43, 52, 53, 58-60, 65, 71-73 and 75 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takemura (5,581,092) in view of Matsueda 
(5,173,792), as set forth in the last Office action. 


Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on April 11, 2001, have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
In this case, Takemura teaches to form TFTs on a same substrate for both of the pixel transistors 
and the peripheral circuits for an electro-optical active matrix type LC display device; while 
Matsueda teaches that the reliability of a basic control element can be improved if it is formed 
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with two or more parallel-connected TFTs. It would therefore have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the parallel-connected 
TFTs into the peripheral driver circuit of Takemura, so the reliability of the display device would 
be improved. 

In response to Applicant's arguments that the applied prior art references do not teach that 
the display device has a high voltage resistance and performs at high speeds without degradation, 
it is noted that it is well known in the art that high performance display device requires high 
voltage resistance and should be able to work at high speeds without degradation; and that 
ordinary skilled in the art should be able to recognize that, compared with a single TFT, the 
parallel-connected TFTs can inherently have better performance at high voltage and high speed, 
due to their improved reliability and larger current capability. 


Conclusion 

2. Papers related to this application may be submitted to Technology center (TC) 2800 by 
facsimile transmission. Papers should be faxed to TC 2800 via the TC 2800 Fax center located 
in Crystal Plaza 4, room 4-C23. The faxing of such papers must conform with the notice 
published in the Official Gazette, 1096 OG 30 (November 15, 1989). The Group 281 1 Fax 
Center number is (703) 308-7722 or 308-7724. The Group 281 1 Fax Center is to be used only 
for papers related to Group 281 1 applications. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Shouxiang Hu whose telephone number is (703) 306-5729. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Tuesday through Friday from 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tom Thomas, can be reached on (703) 308-2772. The appropriate fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 308-7724. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Technology Center Receptionists whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 


Shouxiang Hu 



April 23, 2001 


TOM THOMAS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 


